ABSTRACT. Ethnically divided societies that might be described as 'balanced bicommunal' (where there are two communities, each of which comes close to representing half of the population) pose a particular challenge to conventional principles of collective decision-making, and commonly threaten political stability. This paper analyses the experience of two such societies, Northern Ireland and Fiji, with a view to exploring whether there are common processes in the route by which political stability has been pursued. We assess the manner in which a distinctive relationship with Great Britain and its political culture has interacted with local conditions to produce a highly competitive, bipolar party system. This leads to consideration of the devices that have been adopted in an effort to bridge the gap between the communities: the Fiji constitution as amended in 1997, and Northern Ireland's Good Friday agreement of 1998. We focus in particular on the use of unusual (preferential) formulas for the election of parliamentarians and of an inclusive principle in the selection of ministers, and consider the contribution of these institutional devices to the attainment of political stability. We find that in both cases the intervention of forces from outside the political system had a decisive impact, though in very different ways. In addition to being underpinned by solid institutional design, for political settlements to work effectively some minimal level of trust between rival elites was required.
Introduction
The capacity of institutional reform to deliver stable and balanced settlements to longstanding conflicts has been endorsed in a substantial literature (Horowitz, 1985 (Horowitz, , 1990 Reilly, Tobago.
In the present paper, we select two of the cases mentioned above-Northern Ireland in the Northwest Atlantic and Fiji in the Southwest Pacific-which at first sight bear little similarity to each other, but which further analysis suggests might form an intriguing paired comparison.
Ireland was Britain's closest colony, made part of the United Kingdom by the Act of Union in 1800, with Northern Ireland's relationship to Britain redefined after partition in 1921. Fiji was one of Britain's most distant and most remote outposts. Yet the colonial experience left both as 'bipolar' or 'bicommunal' polities, with electoral loyalties that centred strongly on entrenched communal divisions. Both reached landmark political settlements in the late 1990s. Fiji's 1997 constitution was designed to bring an end to an era of discord between indigenous Fijian and Fiji Indian leaders which had been exacerbated by a military coup in May 1987. Northern Ireland's Good Friday Agreement brought together unionist and nationalist politicians in an attempt to put a seal on the relative peace that had had been in place since 1994, following a prolonged triangular civil conflict between rival paramilitary groups and the security forces. Both agreements entailed use of preferential voting systems, which are often thought to ameliorate ethnic divisions and encourage moderates in deeply divided societies. Both also included provisions for mandatory power-sharing, aimed at bringing former rivals together in cabinet.
There are also important distinctions between these cases, at the levels of both electoral law and power sharing arrangements, and in practise outcomes differed considerably. Whereas political violence in Northern Ireland fell sharply in intensity after 1998, Fiji experienced coups in the wake of both the 1999 and 2006 elections, paving the way for a period of protracted military rule and the abrogation of the constitution in 2009. How are we to explain these contrasting outcomes-relative success in Northern Ireland, but a less favourable result in Fiji? In pursuing an explanation, our starting point is essentially a 'political architecture' one: we examine the process of political compromise and institutional reform devised to provide an appropriate constitutional basis for peace. But we will argue that well-designed political architecture is insufficient: account needs to be taken of other cultural, geopolitical and economic factors. The next two sections examine the process by which polarised polities emerged, and the manner in which divisions became mobilised politically. We then examine the content of the agreements designed to overcome these divisions, focussing in particular on the provisions for converting voter preferences into parliamentary seats by means of the electoral system, and the impact of the power-sharing formula on government formation. We conclude by seeking to explain the different outcomes in the two cases, detecting elements of the explanation in the quality of institutional design, in the presence or absence of other fall-back mechanisms outside the domestic political process-the army in Fiji, and direct rule from London in Northern Ireland-as well as in political, cultural and socio-economic factors.
The emergence of polarised polities
Notwithstanding the geographical distance separating the two cases considered here, and their contrasting historical trajectories, there are two important comparable aspects of the political evolution of Fiji and Northern Ireland. The first is the British imperial legacy, with its important consequences for political institutions and political culture. The second is the longterm impact of policies of plantation and settlement, which resulted in a relatively even balance of two distinct but geographically overlapping and competing populations of similar size (the Northern Ireland population numbered 1.8 milliion in 2011, and the Fijian population 0.8 million in 2007; the respective areas of the two states are 14,000 and 18,000 square kilometres).
Northern Ireland may be seen as a periphery of the island of Ireland; but the status of Ireland has been defined over the centuries essentially as a periphery of Great Britain (Coakley, 2008a) . Unlike the position in the two other Celtic peripheries, Scotland and Wales, English rule in Ireland never achieved a level of popular acceptance sufficient to permit it to become a contented part of the United Kingdom. In the seventeenth century, British strategy for the pacification of Ireland rested substantially on a policy of 'plantation', encouraging the settlement, especially in the northern province of Ulster, of English and Scottish Protestants on land confiscated from the native Irish (largely Catholic) population. This policy left a vivid demographic legacy that was given new life in the nineteenth century, when mass mobilization of Catholics behind demands for 'home rule' or autonomy within the United Kingdom found its counterpart in mass mobilization of Ulster Protestants in defence of their British heritage. The outcome was an imperfect partition of the island in 1921: the southern part quickly established its de facto and eventually its de jure independence, while Northern
Ireland remained a divided periphery of the United Kingdom, albeit one enjoying a measure of self-government.
British colonization of Fiji occurred in an altogether different global context at the end of an era of establishing settler colonies, most importantly in nearby Australia and New Zealand.
Colonial rule was accepted by leading indigenous customary chiefs, who ceded Fiji to the British Crown in 1874. British policy was to coopt and rule through the traditional leaders, not to displace them in the interests of establishing yet another colony that would serve as a magnet for the overseas exodus of Europeans. The first formally appointed Governor, Sir Arthur Gordon, put in place a 'protectionist' policy prohibiting further alienation of native lands, restricting indigenous participation as plantation labourers and codifying in law the obligations of Fijian 'commoners' to their traditional chiefs. To provide a labour force for the sugar plantations, more than 60,000 indentured labourers were brought from the Indian subcontinent between 1879 and 1916. Their wages were low and conditions poor, and contracts were punitively enforced through the courts, leaving a lasting legacy of bitterness against the colonial order. After indenture was ended in 1916, the sugar industry was reorganized. Indian tenant farmers, normally on land leased either from native owners or from the state, supplied sugar cane mainly to the Australian-owned Colonial Sugar Refining Company. By 1921, when Ireland was partitioned, colonial Fiji had established for itself a political economy based on reliance on Indian labour, Fijian land and white-owned capital.
[ figure 1 about here]
-5-The subsequent demographic experience of both Fiji and Northern Ireland, summarised in figure 1, compounded the inevitable political difficulties. Designed as a region in which Protestants would have a clear majority, Northern Ireland had a large Catholic minority of 35% in 1921. The minority remained at this level until the 1970s, but from that point onwards it began to increase steadily (a consequence in part of differential migration patterns, but in particular of big differences in rates of natural increase between the two communities).
Catholics accounted for about 45% of the population by 2011, and projections based on age structure suggest that, other things being equal, Catholics will outnumber Protestants by the middle of the twenty-first century.
In Fiji, decline in the indigenous population as a result of exposure to hitherto unfamiliar infectious diseases was halted only in the 1920s, after the global influenza epidemic resulted in the deaths of around 5% of ethnic Fijians. Meanwhile, the Fiji Indians increased in number, and Fiji-born Indians came to outnumber those who had sailed from Calcutta or Madras. By 1946 indigenous Fijians found themselves out-numbered by the descendants of the immigrant population. Nevertheless, indigenous birth-rates were accelerating by the 1960s, and by the 1980s Indian out-migration-particularly after the coup in 1987-allowed the indigenous population to reclaim a majority. By 2007, the share of ethnic Fijians had grown to 56.8% and that of Fiji Indians had dropped to 37.5% (Fiji, 2008: 4) . but that the extremely rapid pace of fertility transition had resulted in a move to the opposite extreme, with a drop below replacement level by the early twenty-first century, so that 'from now onwards, the Indian population will decline in numbers, even in the absence of emigration' (Fiji, 2008: 41) . Since the 1987 coup the Fiji Indian emigration rate has been extremely high, and has be interpreted as 'undoubtedly by far the most important factor' in accounting for that community's relative population decline (Fiji, 2008: 2) .
Ethnic political mobilisation
Bipolar politics cast a long shadow on patterns of political mobilisation in the two cases.
Northern Ireland had traditionally been characterized by a two-party system that essentially represented a continuation of the political cleavages of the nineteenth century. [ This pattern of stable electoral competition since the early 1980s (with a moderate and a militant party on each side of the communal division) is completed by the rather less significant political centre. The middle terrain had originally been occupied by the Northern Ireland Labour Party, which sought to emphasise issues of social class rather than constitutional divisions. In 1970, a new party --the Alliance Party --appeared, seeking to draw support from both Protestants and Catholics, and it quickly became the dominant force in the centre (Coakley, 2008b) .
Political mobilisation in Fiji was initially characterized by a confrontation between Indian politicians and the colonial state. 2 The British colonial system of government was based on the notion of communal representation, with seats on the legislative council divided between Fijians, Fiji-Indians and the tiny but powerful 'European' minority 3 . When election eventually replaced nomination in determining membership of the legislative council, this was based on three separate communal electoral rolls (lists of racially classified voters who were entitled to vote for designated seats for members of their own ethnic group). This system, which ensured 'parity' between Indian, Fijian and 'European' representation, was understandably 2 Gillion 1977 . For further analysis of the Fiji case, see Fraenkel, 2003 Fraenkel, , 2006b Premdas, 1995; Firth, 2012. 3 'Europeans' were people of European descent, though many were from Australia, New from the other community were much less than the chances of losing votes by appearing "soft" on key sectarian issues' (Rose, 1976: 78) .
This Indian hostility to Rabuka's government was to remain strong even after the coup leader embraced reform in the mid-1990s.
Character of political settlements
The pursuit of efforts to resolve inter-communal conflict in the two cases illustrates a significant contrast between dependencies and sovereign states, as well as drawing attention to other important differences between Northern Ireland and Fiji. In the former, it was ultimately the British government that played the key decision making role; in the latter, competition between the two communities was not moderated by any outside power, but the army eventually intervened. In Northern Ireland, a prolonged campaign of violence over the years 1970-94 resulted in more than 3,000 deaths and colossal social, economic and psychological damage; in Fiji, ethnic Fijian control of the armed forces meant that military rule rather than civil conflict or external intervention was the main alternative to political accommodation. Finally, Northern Ireland's very existence was at issue, unlike the position in Fiji: nationalists wanted not just an end to British rule, but union with the Republic of Ireland.
In Northern Ireland, the pursuit of a settlement was hampered by the gap between the ultimate aims of the parties, but was facilitated by the role of outside forces (notably, of the British government, from the early 1970s operating in concert with the Irish government).
After the old, Unionist-dominated majoritarian institutions of Northern Ireland were abolished in 1972, the British government made it clear that Northern Ireland would not be fully integrated within the United Kingdom, but that 'direct rule' would be imposed pending an internal settlement. It also required any such settlement to have two components: it would be based on power sharing between the two communities, and it would recognise the 'Irish dimension' to the problem by establishing formal links with the Republic of Ireland.
The most ambitious effort to meet these conditions occurred in 1973-74, when a power- (Reeves et al., 1996; Lal, 1997 Lal, , 1998 preference. Ostensibly to simplify the ballot, a form of ticket voting was adopted, modelled on that used for elections to the Australian Senate. Voters could either record preferences 'below-the-line' (ranking at least 75% of candidates), or they could simply tick next to a political party 'above the line'. Doing the latter entailed endorsing party lists of preferences, which were lodged with the Elections Office prior to each election. This proved a particularly important provision since around 92-95% of ballot papers were completed above-the-line, thereby granting political parties an exceptional degree of control over the allocation of preference votes (for details, see Fraenkel, 2001 ). Second, the President and Vice-President were to be nominated by the Great Council of Chiefs, an all-indigenous body. The Reeves
Commission had rejected mandatory power-sharing, claiming that the alternative vote system would spontaneously deliver robust inter-ethnic coalitions (Lal, 1998: 93) . The finally agreed arrangements, by contrast, provided that all parties with over 10% of seats would be entitled to participate in cabinet (Fiji, 1997: 17) .
Whereas in Northern Ireland, arrangements for proportionality in the distribution of ministerial appointments were combined with a proportional representation-based electoral system, in
Fiji a majoritarian electoral system was adopted with only cabinet portfolios distributed proportionally. This difference in the underlying electoral system comprised one of the most important institutional contrasts between the two political settlements.
The operation of preferential voting
The single transferable vote system of proportional representation was introduced to [table 3 about here]
Two important questions arise in respect of the electoral experimentation we have described.
The first is the system's overall proportionality between party vote and seat shares. In table 3 we reproduce Michael Gallagher's (1991) 'least squares' index of disproportionality. The lower this figure, the more proportional the system; zero would represent perfect proportionality, and figures below about five indicate a reasonably proportional arrangement.
Northern Ireland traditionally fared poorly by this measure: prior to 1973 the proportionality index was very high, with the Unionist Party, in particular, normally winning many more seats than its share of the votes should have entitled it to (though the index is hard to interpret here, given the high proportion of uncontested constituencies). Fiji demonstrates the difficulties of the plurality system, with its disproportionate outcomes, though it is striking that even under this system some relatively proportional results were achieved, as in 1982. This was largely because of the presence of two large and relatively homogenous ethnic parties, each protected by a substantial number of communal seats. Intra-ethnic splintering could potentially generate a striking increase in disproportionality, as seen at the second election in 1977. Of course, this table is based on mechanical analysis of data; we need to recall also that the plurality system encourages tactical voting, making it difficult to infer voters' sincere preferences.
The second major question is the extent to which the preferential voting systems discussed here promoted cross-ethnic vote pooling. In Northern Ireland, vote transfers across the ethnic divide have tended to be miniscule, and preferential voting has offered little encouragement to centrist parties. However, there is some evidence that vote transfers assisted the more 'moderate' of the competing parties within the two ethnic blocs. In Fiji, the Reeves Commission concluded that the alternative vote system 'encourages the emergence' of moderate parties, and that it would facilitate the formation of multi-ethnic governments (Lal, 1997: 81) . But experience does not bear this out: the three elections of 1999, 2001 and 2006 saw a polarization of the political stage, with moderates faring increasingly poorly. The bulk of vote transfers did not flow towards the centre, but tended instead to assist the more radical parties. To the extent that a potential for multi-ethnic government arose, it was due to the 1997 constitution's provisions for power-sharing, which we examine in the next section.
The operation of power-sharing
The 
Following the election of the First Minister and Deputy First Minister, the posts of
Ministers will be allocated to parties on the basis of the d'Hondt system by reference to the number of seats each party has in the Assembly (Ireland, 1998) Each party selects one of the 10 pre-determined portfolios as its turn arises. Thus, when the agreement was implemented, three Unionist and SDLP ministers and two Sinn Féin and (5) In establishing the Cabinet, the Prime Minister must invite all parties whose membership in the House of Representatives comprises at least 10% of the total membership of the House to be represented in the Cabinet in proportion to their numbers in the House (Fiji, 1998) .
Conflict in Fiji and Northern Ireland
-16-Notwithstanding further articles that sought to cover such eventualities as parties refusing invitations to join the government, or offers of posts to parties with less than 10% of seats, important gaps remained. There was no control over which portfolios qualifying parties would receive, nor any provisions for participating parties to have input into the selection of ministers, nor any specified limits on the overall size of cabinet.
These gaps resulted in extensive litigation after the 1999 and 2001 elections (Fraenkel, 2006a) . Following victory in the May 1999 election, the leader of the largely Fiji Indianbacked Fiji Labour Party gave portfolios to his three coalition allies, only one of which had reached the 10% threshold. As legally required, he also offered participation to Rabuka's SVT. With 38% of the indigenous vote, the SVT was the largest Fijian party by vote share, but as a result of the new alternative vote system it had just 8 seats in parliament, only narrowly reaching the 10% threshold. Bristling from its election defeat, the former governing party put conditions on its participation, which the prime minister rejected. An appeal to the courts resulted in a decision in favour of the prime minister. The excluded SVT instead assumed leadership of the official opposition, and SVT politicians figured prominently in the initially small extra-parliamentary indigenous Fijian movement to depose the Labour government. On its first anniversary, that government was overthrown by Fijian extremists, including some of the backbenchers whose leaders had joined the Labour-led government.
After the 2001 election, the tables were turned, with victory for the newly formed and mainly ethnic Fijian-backed SDL. Hoping to follow the earlier pattern, the SDL leader offered cabinet participation to the Fiji Labour Party leader, whose party had 27 of the 71 seats, but stated that the two parties had 'diametrically opposed' policies, that government would be based on SDL policy, and that power sharing was 'unrealistic and unworkable' (Qarase, cited in But in this case external interest was not just a safety net: the British government's commitment to a stable Northern Ireland, actively supported by the Irish and American governments, was a vital resource at the disposal of the power sharing executive.
Conclusion
There are striking differences between the two cases we have considered in this article, not least differences in geopolitical context (presence/absence of a supportive external environment) and in levels of socio-economic development. Indeed, these factors are interrelated. The quality of life of most Northern Ireland residents is guaranteed not by the vibrancy of the local economy (which has seen the disappearance of many of its traditional industries, such as engineering, ship-building and textile manufacture) but by financial transfers from the UK government. In Fiji, it was financial inflows associated with the tourism industry that rescued an economy in which the traditional industry, sugar, was in steep decline. There was no external party to bail out the government. In neither case did strong economic development facilitate the emergence of progressive elites willing to promote or embrace political settlements. In both cases, domestic politicians seeking to bridge the communal divide were often few in number and politically weak, at times even paralysed.
Instead, in Northern Ireland the presence of a powerful external player -the British statewas critical to the success of the political settlement. In Fiji, there was no such overseas force, but there was a strong domestic player that stood outside the political arena, which initially saw itself as the upholder of the new constitutional arrangement. The Republic of Fiji
Military Forces-ironically prepared by its UN experience for intervention in civilian conflict (Firth and Fraenkel, 2009 ) -saw itself as a guardian holding the ring when civilian elites failed to engage in compromise and reconciliation. Eventually, however, it was the Fiji military that destroyed the 1997 settlement, and substituted a new 2013 constitution designed to transcend ethnic cleavages.
The failure of Fiji's 1997 political settlement was not an inevitable consequence of the political institutions chosen. It was rather, initially, the inability of the architects of the constitutional compromise to secure election in 1999 that threatened to destroy the accord.
The incoming Labour-led government -which viewed conflict solely through a lens founded on social class rather than ethnicity -refused to recognise the threat not just from ethnic Fijian extremists, but also from the more mainstream or 'moderate' indigenous politicians (for whom the common post-coup refrain was that they accepted the 'goals' but not the 'means').
The choice of institutions did, however, exacerbate difficulties. The majoritarian AV system gave Labour an absolute majority in 1999, removing dependence on forging a coalition.
Although Labour formed a 'People's Coalition' with several small Fijian parties, these allied parties had little leverage because there was no possibility of ousting the government through a no confidence vote, so encouraging support for extra-parliamentary methods of ousting the government. Fiji's power-sharing institutions were poorly devised, and did not fit well with the majoritarian electoral system. Loopholes were easily exploited by governments either to free themselves of the need to forge multi-ethnic cabinets or to disempower unwanted coalition allies. In Northern Ireland, the mandatory power sharing institutions were more skilfully crafted, and since there was a proportional electoral system in place there was anyway greater encouragement for some kind of coalition government than under Fiji's AV system.
In both settings, the legacy of protracted conflict was a major threat to political settlements, and this would have been true no matter which political institutions had been adopted. The loss of life was, importantly, far greater in Northern Ireland than in Fiji, but Fiji Indian alienation from the state (dating back to the colonial era and the experience of indentured labour) was comparable to the experience of Catholics in post-partition Northern Ireland. In both cases, states failed to overcome this alienation by delivering material benefits (not just to Indians in Fiji, but now too impoverished sections of the ethnic Fijian population; not just to Catholics in Northern Ireland, but now too disenchanted working-class Protestants).
Political culture is not merely a matter for the masses; elites, too, are trapped in the world of their own collective and individual upbringing, and, particularly in deeply divided bipolar societies, are often pressured to be responsive to the perceived needs of their supporters.
Critics have argued that they are often unprepared to offer decisive leadership and are captured by hard-liners into half-hearted support for inter-communal settlements (an allegation levelled at Unionist leader David Trimble in Northern Ireland, and Prime Minister Ratu Sir Kamisese Mara after the 1977 crisis in Fiji). As these two cases show, if inter-ethnic government is to be established and survive without dependence on external force, a minimum level of trust between elites on either side must be present. The great dilemma of governing such societies is that power sharing is most important precisely when the conditions for its implementation are most demanding: when trust between communities has broken down. Institutional design matters, and is worthy of a big investment of time and effort, but while it is an important element of any enduring settlement, it is not a sufficient condition for success. Catholic Protestant
